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We investigate the direct detection phenomenology of a class of dark matter (DM) models in
which DM does not directly interact with nuclei, but rather the products of its annihilation do.
When these annihilation products are very light compared to the DM mass, the scattering in direct
detection experiments is controlled by relativistic kinematics. This results in a distinctive recoil
spectrum, a non-standard and or even absent annual modulation, and the ability to probe DM
masses as low as a ∼10 MeV. We use current LUX data to show that experimental sensitivity to
thermal relic annihilation cross sections has already been reached in a class of models. Moreover, the
compatibility of dark matter direct detection experiments can be compared directly in Emin space
without making assumptions about DM astrophysics, mass, or scattering form factors. Lastly, when
DM has direct couplings to nuclei, the limit from annihilation to relativistic particles in the Sun can
be stronger than that of conventional non-relativistic direct detection by more than three orders of
magnitude for masses in a 2-7 GeV window.
Introduction - While very little is known about
Dark Matter (DM), its cosmological abundance is exper-
imentally quite well-determined: ΩCDMh
2 = 0.1199 ±
0.0027 [1]. An appealing framework for understanding
the relic abundance of Dark Matter (DM) is thermal
freeze-out [2]. Number-changing interactions in the early
universe, XX ↔ (SM)SM keep DM in thermal equilib-
rium with the SM bath, until the rate of these annihila-
tion processes drops below the rate of Hubble expansion.
After this point the abundance of DM is essentially fixed
at, ΩCDMh
2 ' 0.12 (6× 10−26 cm3 s−1/〈σannvrel〉),
singling out a characteristic annihilation cross section
〈σannvrel〉 for thermally produced DM to yield the ob-
served abundance. This scenario is attractive in that
it provides a simple and elegant framework for the relic
abundance that can be tested in a variety of ways, in-
cluding direct detection (DD) [3]. However, current con-
straints from DD rule out many of the simplest models
of thermal relic DM, which may indicate a modification
of the above picture.
In this paper we investigate a modification of thermal
DM which alleviates the tension between DD constraints
and the thermal relic hypothesis, while making unique
predictions for DD. In particular, we take the abundance
of DM, X, to be determined by the annihilation pro-
cess XX ↔ Y Y , where Y is a much lighter dark sector
species. The interactions of the dark sector state Y with
ordinary nuclei allows for a unique test of the scenario at
DD experiments. The resulting DD phenomenology of
this class of models is distinctive, owing to the fact that
(1) the scattering partner of the nucleus is relativistic,
rendering the kinematics of scattering completely differ-
ent and (2) it is the flux of the scattering partner Y that
determines the rate of events at a detector rather than X.
Both of these features have novel consequences not con-
sidered in the literature of “model- independent” direct
detection analyses [4, 5].
As loop processes will always engender scattering of X
on nuclei at DD, we will focus on DM masses less than
∼GeV such that the non-relativistic scattering of X does
not produce detectable nuclear recoils above a detector’s
O(keV) threshold. Similar scenarios have recently been
investigated in [6–9] with a focus on the Cherenkov sig-
nals at Super-Kamiokande and IceCube.
In this paper we employ current LUX [10] limits to
demonstrate that DD experiments are sensitive to ther-
mal relic annihilation cross sections for galactic center an-
nihilation of DM in a window of DM masses from 10 MeV
to 1 GeV. Direct detection has historically been muddled
by multiple conflicting data sets. To combat this, we il-
lustrate how current and future direct detection data can
be easily analyzed for compatibility in this framework by
mapping results to Emin-space. Additionally, we investi-
gate the testability of such relativistic scattering models
where the signal is dominated by DM accretion and an-
nihilation within the sun.
Annihilating DM in the Galactic Center - Two
potential sources of DM annihilation are annihilation
from the Galactic Center and annihilation within the
Sun. A key difference between these two is that the lat-
ter relies on a stable balance between the accretion and
evaporation rates of DM interacting with nucleons inside
the Sun. We first consider galactic center annihilation
since this does not require a build up of DM in the Sun
and hence requires fewer assumptions.
For simplicity consider “2-to-2” annihilation, XX →
Y Y . Then the differential rate (per unit detector mass)
at a direct detection experiment is,
dR
dER
=
ΦY
mN
∫ ∞
Emin(ER)
dEY
dN
dEY
(
dσY N
dER
)
, (1)
where ΦY is the local flux of Y ’s, Emin(ER) =√
mNER/2 is the minimum energy to produce a recoil
of energy ER, and
dN
dEY
= 2δ (EY −mX).
For simplicity, we adopt a contact interaction between
Y and a quark q of the form OqY = GY
(
Y¯ γµY
)
(q¯γµq)
where GY is the effective coupling. By analogy with
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FIG. 1. : LUX Limits on X¯X → νSMνSM, for which
GY = GF = 1.2 × 10−5 GeV−2, and a model in which DM
annihilates to relativistic pairs Y Y which scatter on nuclei,
Y N → Y N , via Eq.(4). In the shaded gray band we vary GY
in the interval
(
7× 103 − 5× 102)GF . Propagation effects
have been accounted for in determining the flux of Y at the
underground site of the LUX detector (see Appendix).
neutrino-nucleus elastic 1 scattering the differential cross
section is [11],
dσY N
dER
=
G2Y
2pi
A2mNF
2(ER)
[
1−
(
Emin
EY
)2]
, (2)
where F (ER) is Helm’s nuclear form factor [12], and the
A2 coefficient is for the coherent enhancement of scatter-
ing with equal rates on protons and neutrons.
Next we must determine the local flux of Y . The
flux of Y particles from DM annihilation in the
Galactic Center is estimated as [7], ΦY = 1.6 ×
10−2cm−2s−1
(
〈σX¯X→Y¯ Y vrel〉
5×10−26 cm3s−1
)(
20 MeV
mX
)2
.
Given this flux, and a model of Y -nucleus interactions,
the only remaining parameter to determine is the an-
nihilation cross section, which we take to be a free pa-
rameter, to be determined from data. First let us take
a minimal choice by relying on the SM to furnish the
interactions of Y with the nucleus. This immediately
singles out the neutrinos as the only SM possibility for
1 Note that in [11] it was estimated that the inelastic scattering
cross section is small at low-energies compared to the elastic
cross section, σ(elastic)/σ(inelastic) ∼ A2/(E4Y R4N ), where the
nuclear radius is, RN ∼ (10 MeV)−1. Thus for a Xenon tar-
get nucleus, inelastic scattering is sub-dominant for EY . GeV.
Given our focus on sub-GeV DM we will ignore inelastic pro-
cesses in this paper.
Y . The elastic, spin-independent scattering of SM neu-
trinos with nuclei can be computed using Eq. 2 with the
replacement, GYA
2 −→ GF (N/2)2, where N is the num-
ber of neutrons and GF is the Fermi constant. We see
in Fig. 1 that with present LUX data, the resulting sen-
sitivity to the annihilation cross section is weak, being
orders of magnitude away from thermal relic sensitivity.
On the other hand, DM could well annihilate to non-
SM particles that have larger than electroweak-size inter-
actions. Two generic classes of models serve as examples:
models of gauged baryon number [13–22] and so-called
“Higgs portal” models [23–32]. Gauged baryon number is
motivated by the stability of the proton, which in the SM
remains a mystery and may indicate that baryon num-
ber is in fact a gauge symmetry. This is one of the few
phenomenologically viable “portals” connecting the dark
and visible sectors, as it does violate any of the approxi-
mate symmetries of the SM. In addition, the Higgs por-
tal, L ⊃ |φ|2|H|2 (where H is the SM Higgs and φ a dark
sector scalar), represents a rather generic possibility for
connecting the dark and visible sectors. In this case it is
natural for scattering on nuclei to be enhanced relative
to electrons since the couplings scale with the SM-Higgs
Yukawa couplings.
For illustration, we can make use of a simplified model
for quark-Y interactions via the exchange of a light vector
Vµ or scalar φ:
LV ⊃ φµ
(
gqqγµq + gY Y γµY
)
, (3)
LS ⊃ φ
(
gqqq + gY Y Y
)
, (4)
where gY , gq are the couplings of SM quarks and Y to
the mediator. In terms of these couplings, the effective
parameter is, GY = (gqgY ) /m
2
φ and the relevant con-
straints for the two models are discussed respectively in
the Appendix.
As a benchmark we take GY in Fig. 1 to vary in the
interval
(
7× 103 − 5× 102)GF . We highlight that the
values of GY are well within the constraints allowed by
“missing energy” collider limits [33, 34]. Larger GY are
permitted by collider limits, though the flux of Y parti-
cles becomes strongly suppressed (see the Appendix for
a discussion of this effect). Nonetheless, we see in Fig. 1
that models of this type are already being probed by di-
rect detection and can in particular exclude thermal relics
in the 10 MeV - 0.5 GeV window, yielding a novel probe
of thermal DM. Future constraints will cut further into
thermal relic territory.
It is important to observe that annihilation of DM
to relativistic states from the galactic center predicts
no sizeable annual modulation. In the case of annihi-
lation from the Sun however, the annual modulation is
known to peak in January due to the eccentricity of the
Earth’s orbit. Thus solar neutrino signals in direct de-
tection experiments predict a nearly maximally “wrong”
phase2 with respect to the expectation from light non-
2 We note that the phase can be reversed for heavy DM at a high
3relativistic DM of June 2nd [35]. This expectation can be
violated however when the annihilation product Y expe-
riences flavor oscillations on O(AU) length scales as in
for example [11, 36, 37] though this requires very small
mass-splittings, ∆m2 ∼ 10−10 eV2.
It is important to observe that the ability to scatter on
nuclei does not induce any physics which would allow Y
to decay. Given the generic stability of both X and Y , we
must be sure that their total abundance does not exceed
the observed value, ΩCDMh
2 ' 0.2. For simplicity, we
will work in the limit that Y forms a sub-dominant com-
ponent, i.e. ΩY  ΩX ' ΩCDM . This can be naturally
arranged when Y is similar to a neutrino and freezes-out
when it is relativistic, i.e. mY . eV. Non-relativistic
freeze-out of Y can also lead to a small relic abundance
when its annihilation cross section is large [7].
Another potential constraint on these models is the
additional radiation energy density they generate during
the Big Bang, parameterized by, ∆Neff =
ρY
ρν
=
gY T
4
Y
gνT 4ν
,
where the photon and neutrino temperatures are re-
lated by, Tν = (4/11)
1/3
Tγ . Due to the annihilation
of degrees of freedom from the standard model plasma,
the temperature of the dark sector relative to the stan-
dard model sector is suppressed via dilution, Tdark =
(g?, post−BBN/g?, dark freeze out)
1/3
Tγ , where the number
of standard model degrees of freedom (DOFs) after Big
Bang Nucleosynthesis (BBN) is g?, post−BBN = 3.36, the
number of standard model DOFs after dark freeze out is
g?, dark freeze out, and Tγ is the photon temperature. As-
suming Y is the lightest stable particle in the dark sec-
tor, so that heavier dark sector DOFs re-heat the bath
of Y radiation as they annihilate. Under the assumption
that entropy is conserved, gDST
3
dark = gY T
3
Y , where gDS
count the total DOFs in the dark sector. Typical values
of ∆Neff ' 0.2 for g?, dark freeze out corresponding to the
QCD phase transition and minimal additional degrees of
freedom in the dark sector (only X and Y ). This is well
within the allowed constraints on ∆Neff [1, 38].
Direct Detection in Emin-space - Direct detection
involves a unique combination of particle physics, nuclear
physics, and astrophysics. The kinematics of scattering
in the non-relativistic case are controlled by the minimum
DM particle velocity, vmin(ER), required to produce a nu-
clear recoil of energy ER. In the absence of unknown form
factors, all experimental data can be mapped into vmin-
space at each DM mass and compared without specifying
the nature of the astrophysical distribution or density of
DM [39, 40]. These “halo-independent” methods have re-
ceived significant attention [41–56]. We generalize these
methods to cover relativistic scattering as well, where the
“halo-independence” here comes from the absence of spe-
cific assumptions regarding the local DM density, density
profile, velocity distribution, and annihilation source.
As can be seen from Eq. (1) and the form of Emin(ER),
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FIG. 2. DM mass independent comparison of direct detec-
tion data under the assumption of relativistic scattering. Here
we include DAMA modulation amplitude from [57] and the 3
CDMS-Si events [58], along with constraints from LUX [10]
and SuperCDMS [59].
the relativistic scattering case allows a comparison of
data which is independent of the DM mass. In the case
of a claimed detection, using Eq. (1) we can divide out
the nucleus-specific quantities
g˜(Emin) ≡ 2µ2n(A2F 2(ER))−1dR/dER, (5)
to immediately obtain the preferred g˜ range in Fig. 2.
Finally, since the integrand in Eq. 1 is strictly positive
we can derive conservative limits on g˜ as in [40] by as-
suming a step function form for g˜(Emin). One can view
this procedure as mapping direct detection rates to the
(g˜ − Emin) plane, which we refer to as “Emin-space” for
brevity. The form of Emin(ER) has the interesting effect
of strongly suppressing the sensitivity of experiments em-
ploying heavy target nuclei. It is also interesting to ob-
serve that LUX [10] and a relativistic DM interpretation
of DAMA [57] and CDMS-Si [58] data are fully compat-
ible, though essentially ruled out by the recent Super-
CDMS data [59]. Clearly, allowing for isospin-violation
in order to suppress the sensitivity from Germanium-
scattering would result in the positive signals seen by
CDMS-Si and DAMA and the null results of LUX and
SuperCDMS to be compatible.
Let us pause to highlight the relevance and general-
ity of the halo-independent method employed here. In
contrast with non-relativistic scattering, here the veloc-
ity distribution matters very little for the rate of events.
However, now the astrophysical uncertainty is more fun-
damental in the sense that the source of the flux is un-
known, i.e. the Galactic Center, the solar interior, etc.
Moreover, even after specifying a source there exist large
uncertainties in the spatial distribution. This method is
4independent of these sizeable uncertainties. Finally, in
addition to being DM mass independent, this method is
also automatically independent of the energy dependence
of the Y -nucleus scattering and the spectrum of the Y
particles. The generality of this method is illustrated by
the model of “baryonic neutrinos” which was proposed to
account for DAMA’s annual modulation [11, 36, 37, 60].
In this case, despite the fact that the source of the rel-
ativistic Y ’s is completely disconnected from DM, the
Emin-space representation is valid and allows for a com-
plete comparison of experiments as in Fig. 2.
DM Annihilation from the Sun - For solar annihi-
lation to dominate over the contribution from the Galac-
tic Center, the Sun must contain a large quantity of cap-
tured DM. In a symmetric DM context, the solar DM
abundance has the time evolution N˙X = CXN − CAN2X ,
such that solar annihilation fluxes are roughly Φ '
CAN
2
X
4piR2AU
, where CA is the annihilation rate, NX is the num-
ber of DM particles in the Sun, and RAU is the Earth-Sun
distance. Assuming that only annihilation and nuclear
capture play a role we can specify a model of scatter-
ing of the Y states on nuclei and then derive bounds on
the DM-nucleus cross section. This assumption is valid
in the regime where evaporation of DM out of the sun is
negligible, Neq '
√
CXN/CA, such that the flux depends
only on the capture rate.
We again adopt the model of DM annihilating to dark
sector Y states that interact with quarks via Eq. (4) and
take gY = 0.1 and mV = 50 MeV. This yields the result
shown in Fig. 3. At low DM mass the limit cannot be
trusted, as sufficiently light DM is prone to evaporation
from collisions with solar nuclei [61–63]. We note that in
models where DM experiences significant self-interaction
standard
superCDMS
standard
LUX
no
t t
es
ta
bl
e d
ue
to
ev
ap
or
at
io
n
LUX:
 
X X⟶Y Y
1 2 5 10 20
1.×10-45
1.×10-44
1.×10-43
1.×10-42
1.×10-41
1.×10-40
�� ����� �� [���]�
�-�
����
��
���
���
����
���
σ ��[�
�� ]
FIG. 3. Probing DM-proton interactions from the annihila-
tion in the Sun. For reference we show the cross section limits
from LUX and SuperCDMS derived under the assumption of
ordinary non-realistic scattering. Here the scattering of the
relativistic state is via vector with GY = 7× 103GF .
the abundance of DM in the Sun can be much larger,
which can strengthen the limit in Fig. 3 significantly [64–
67]. We also leave for future work the extension of the
framework considered here to an asymmetric DM sce-
nario (see e.g. [68–70] and [66]).
Discussion and Summary- In summary, this
work has investigated the sensitivity of direct detec-
tion searches to dark matter annihilation. Thermal relic
dark matter sets a natural scale for the thermally aver-
aged DM annihilation cross section around 〈σannvrel〉 '
6 × 10−26 cm3 s−1. This scale can be searched for in
CMB [71], gamma-ray [72], and even neutrino data [73].
Both CMB and gamma-ray data have breached ther-
mal relic sensitivity for light DM masses. Though these
constraints have sizable astrophysical uncertainties, they
may indicate that light DM requires non-SM modes of
annihilation. Here we have studied models in which DM
annihilates to a light, non-SM state that can scatter elas-
tically on nuclei and deposit a detectable recoil energy.
Models of the type considered here retain the appeal of
the thermal relic hypothesis while remaining experimen-
tally verifiable. We have furthermore demonstrated that
in this class of indirect annihilation searches, all astro-
physical uncertainties can be “integrated out” [40] and
experimental sensitivities can be directly compared.
This work could be extended to include electronic scat-
tering at direct detection [74], though the reduction in the
Cherenkov threshold for electrons implies that Super-K
limits extend to much lower masses for leptophilic mod-
els [7]. The most similar studies to our own which have
been recently carried out assumed that DM interacts
with the SM through a kinetically mixed photon, im-
plying both hadronic and electronic couplings [7, 8]. In
this case, large volume detectors like Super-Kamiokande
and IceCube yield very strong limits. In contrast, we
are interested in a complementary portion of the param-
eter space compared to [7, 8] in that we have focused on
hadronic models where: (1) the annihilation products are
nearly massless compared to nuclear recoil energies and
(2) light DM masses which are near or below Cherenkov
threshold and thus difficult to probe at Super-K.
Lastly, we stress that the “effective field theory” of
DD proposed in [4, 5] does not encapsulate the scenario
described in this paper and should be extended to include
generalized relativistic scattering.
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5APPENDIX
A. Stopping Effects
The mean free path of the Y particles as they enter the
Earth is, λ = (nσ)
−1
. The total Y -proton cross section
is
σY−p ' 4× 10−35 cm2
(
EY
10 MeV
)2(
GY
7× 104GF
)2
.
(6)
For a conservative estimate, we take the Earth to be en-
tirely composed of Iron and obtain nN = ρ⊕/mFe '
5.5× 1022 cm−3 where ρ⊕ = 5.5 g cm−3. Thus the mean
free path of Y is
λ =
1
nNσY N
' 7000 km
(
10 MeV
EY
)2 (
7× 103GF
GY
)2
(7)
This can be approximately incorporated into Fig.1 by
replacing the flux with ΦY → ΦY×〈exp (−`(θ)/λ)〉 where
the brackets indicate averaging over arrival directions and
`(θ) is the chord length an incoming Y particle traverses
in the Earth prior to arrival at the detector as a function
of the incident angle, θ.
B. Higgs portal Example
In a Higgs portal implementation, we have L ⊃
b|φ|2|H|2 +gφY Y . Under the assumption that the scalar
potential breaks the global U(1), it will develop a vacuum
expectation value and mass mix with the SM Higgs, H.
The precise value of the mixing angle depends on the
scalar sector, which is a model-dependent feature. As is
well-known, the Higgs portal is constrained by the invis-
ible branching ratio of the Higgs, which is constrained to
be . 26% [34] (though see [75] for weaker, direct con-
straints). In our case, the Higgs has two new contribu-
tions to its invisible width, h → φφ and h → Y Y , with
widths
Γ(h→ φφ) = b
2v2EW
8pimh
(
1− 4m
2
φ
m2h
)1/2
, (8)
Γ(h→ Y Y ) = g
2 sin2 θ
8pimh
(
1− 4m
2
Y
m2h
)1/2
(9)
We find that these two processes respectively require, b .
7.1× 10−3 and g sin θ . 1.7× 10−2.
For sufficiently large φ mass, we can parameterize
the Y -N interaction as contact and write the vertex as
GY (NN)(Y Y ) where
GY =
(g sin θ)fN
m2φ
' 7× 103 GF
(
g sin θ
10−2
)(
0.2 GeV
mφ
)2
(10)
where fN = 0.345 [32] is the effective coupling of the φ
particles to nucleons. We conclude that the Higgs portal
is a viable possibility for the interactions of Y and nuclei.
Note further that the coupling to leptons is naturally
Yukawa suppressed.
C. Gauged Baryon Number Example
Interactions of the type described by LV arise in
models of gauged baryon number [11, 36, 37], gauged
U(1)B−L [60, 76], and kinetic mixing [60], though it is
only in the first case that couplings to leptons are ab-
sent. A detailed exploration of the allowed parameter
space of Eq. (4) is beyond the scope of this work, but
see [60] for a useful compendium of constraints.
In the U(1)B case the dominant coupling to hadrons is
explicitly guaranteed by the baryon symmetry. The La-
grangian includes LB ⊃ V µ
(
gqqγµq + gY Y γµY
)
. Light
baryonic gauge bosons are constrained by the invisible
decay width of the Υ(1S) [16, 20], which is constrained
to have a branching ratio, BR (Υ(1S)→ invisible) <
3×10−4 [77], missing energy from the LHC/Tevatron [33]
and rare radiative decays of the light mesons [22]. As an
example we take mV < 100 MeV, where we find the
mono-jet constraints from CDF to be strongest. In the
limit mY  mV , these searches constrain the combina-
tion of parameters gq
√
BR(Vµ → Y Y ) . 0.02.
Mapping again to the effective parameter GY appear-
ing in Eq.(2) we find
GY =
gqgY
m2V
' 7× 103 GF
(gqgY
10−4
)(35 MeV
mV
)2
, (11)
and thereby conclude the “baryonic portal” is another
viable model yielding the phenomenology outlined in the
main text of the paper.
[1] Planck Collaboration, P. Ade et al., Planck 2013
results. XVI. Cosmological parameters,
Astron.Astrophys. 571 (2014) A16, [arXiv:1303.5076].
[2] Y. B. Zel’dovich Zh. Eksp. Teor. Fiz. 48 (Ya. B.
Zel’dovich, 1965).
[3] M. W. Goodman and E. Witten, Detectability of
Certain Dark Matter Candidates, Phys.Rev. D31 (1985)
3059.
[4] A. L. Fitzpatrick, W. Haxton, E. Katz, N. Lubbers, and
Y. Xu, The Effective Field Theory of Dark Matter
Direct Detection, JCAP 1302 (2013) 004,
[arXiv:1203.3542].
[5] M. Cirelli, E. Del Nobile, and P. Panci, Tools for
model-independent bounds in direct dark matter
searches, JCAP 1310 (2013) 019, [arXiv:1307.5955].
[6] J. Huang and Y. Zhao, Dark Matter Induced Nucleon
6Decay: Model and Signatures, JHEP 1402 (2014) 077,
[arXiv:1312.0011].
[7] K. Agashe, Y. Cui, L. Necib, and J. Thaler, (In)direct
Detection of Boosted Dark Matter, JCAP 1410 (2014),
no. 10 062, [arXiv:1405.7370].
[8] J. Berger, Y. Cui, and Y. Zhao, Detecting Boosted Dark
Matter from the Sun with Large Volume Neutrino
Detectors, JCAP 1502 (2015), no. 02 005,
[arXiv:1410.2246].
[9] K. Kong, G. Mohlabeng, and J.-C. Park, Boosted dark
matter signals uplifted with self-interaction, Phys.Lett.
B743 (2015) 256–266, [arXiv:1411.6632].
[10] LUX Collaboration, D. Akerib et al., First results from
the LUX dark matter experiment at the Sanford
Underground Research Facility, Phys.Rev.Lett. 112
(2014) 091303, [arXiv:1310.8214].
[11] M. Pospelov, Neutrino Physics with Dark Matter
Experiments and the Signature of New Baryonic Neutral
Currents, Phys.Rev. D84 (2011) 085008,
[arXiv:1103.3261].
[12] R. H. Helm, Inelastic and Elastic Scattering of 187-Mev
Electrons from Selected Even-Even Nuclei, Phys.Rev.
104 (1956) 1466–1475.
[13] S. Rajpoot, Electroweak Interactions With Gauged
Baryon and Lepton Numbers, Phys.Rev. D40 (1989)
2421.
[14] X.-G. He and S. Rajpoot, Anomaly Free Left-right
Symmetric Models With Gauged Baryon and Lepton
Numbers, Phys.Rev. D41 (1990) 1636.
[15] R. Foot, G. C. Joshi, and H. Lew, Gauged Baryon and
Lepton Numbers, Phys.Rev. D40 (1989) 2487–2489.
[16] C. D. Carone and H. Murayama, Possible light U(1)
gauge boson coupled to baryon number, Phys.Rev.Lett.
74 (1995) 3122–3125, [hep-ph/9411256].
[17] A. Aranda and C. D. Carone, Limits on a light
leptophobic gauge boson, Phys.Lett. B443 (1998)
352–358, [hep-ph/9809522].
[18] P. Fileviez Perez and M. B. Wise, Baryon and lepton
number as local gauge symmetries, Phys.Rev. D82
(2010) 011901, [arXiv:1002.1754].
[19] T. R. Dulaney, P. Fileviez Perez, and M. B. Wise, Dark
Matter, Baryon Asymmetry, and Spontaneous B and L
Breaking, Phys.Rev. D83 (2011) 023520,
[arXiv:1005.0617].
[20] M. L. Graesser, I. M. Shoemaker, and L. Vecchi, A
Dark Force for Baryons, arXiv:1107.2666.
[21] M. Duerr, P. Fileviez Perez, and M. B. Wise, Gauge
Theory for Baryon and Lepton Numbers with
Leptoquarks, Phys.Rev.Lett. 110 (2013) 231801,
[arXiv:1304.0576].
[22] S. Tulin, New weakly-coupled forces hidden in
low-energy QCD, Phys.Rev. D89 (2014) 114008,
[arXiv:1404.4370].
[23] J. McDonald, Gauge singlet scalars as cold dark matter,
Phys.Rev. D50 (1994) 3637–3649, [hep-ph/0702143].
[24] C. Burgess, M. Pospelov, and T. ter Veldhuis, The
Minimal model of nonbaryonic dark matter: A Singlet
scalar, Nucl.Phys. B619 (2001) 709–728,
[hep-ph/0011335].
[25] B. Patt and F. Wilczek, Higgs-field portal into hidden
sectors, hep-ph/0605188.
[26] S. Andreas, T. Hambye, and M. H. Tytgat, WIMP dark
matter, Higgs exchange and DAMA, JCAP 0810 (2008)
034, [arXiv:0808.0255].
[27] S. Andreas, C. Arina, T. Hambye, F.-S. Ling, and M. H.
Tytgat, A light scalar WIMP through the Higgs portal
and CoGeNT, Phys.Rev. D82 (2010) 043522,
[arXiv:1003.2595].
[28] A. Djouadi, O. Lebedev, Y. Mambrini, and
J. Quevillon, Implications of LHC searches for
Higgs–portal dark matter, Phys.Lett. B709 (2012)
65–69, [arXiv:1112.3299].
[29] M. Pospelov and A. Ritz, Higgs decays to dark matter:
beyond the minimal model, Phys.Rev. D84 (2011)
113001, [arXiv:1109.4872].
[30] A. Greljo, J. Julio, J. F. Kamenik, C. Smith, and
J. Zupan, Constraining Higgs mediated dark matter
interactions, JHEP 1311 (2013) 190,
[arXiv:1309.3561].
[31] B. Bhattacherjee, S. Matsumoto, S. Mukhopadhyay,
and M. M. Nojiri, Phenomenology of light fermionic
asymmetric dark matter, JHEP 1310 (2013) 032,
[arXiv:1306.5878].
[32] J. M. Cline, K. Kainulainen, P. Scott, and C. Weniger,
Update on scalar singlet dark matter, Phys.Rev. D88
(2013) 055025, [arXiv:1306.4710].
[33] I. M. Shoemaker and L. Vecchi, Unitarity and Monojet
Bounds on Models for DAMA, CoGeNT, and
CRESST-II, Phys.Rev. D86 (2012) 015023,
[arXiv:1112.5457].
[34] P. P. Giardino, K. Kannike, I. Masina, M. Raidal, and
A. Strumia, The universal Higgs fit, JHEP 1405 (2014)
046, [arXiv:1303.3570].
[35] J. H. Davis, Fitting the annual modulation in DAMA
with neutrons from muons and neutrinos,
Phys.Rev.Lett. 113 (2014) 081302, [arXiv:1407.1052].
[36] M. Pospelov and J. Pradler, Elastic scattering signals of
solar neutrinos with enhanced baryonic currents,
Phys.Rev. D85 (2012) 113016, [arXiv:1203.0545].
[37] M. Pospelov and J. Pradler, Dark Matter or Neutrino
recoil? Interpretation of Recent Experimental Results,
Phys.Rev. D89 (2014) 055012, [arXiv:1311.5764].
[38] G. Steigman, Neutrinos And Big Bang Nucleosynthesis,
Adv.High Energy Phys. 2012 (2012) 268321,
[arXiv:1208.0032].
[39] P. J. Fox, G. D. Kribs, and T. M. Tait, Interpreting
Dark Matter Direct Detection Independently of the Local
Velocity and Density Distribution, Phys.Rev. D83
(2011) 034007, [arXiv:1011.1910].
[40] P. J. Fox, J. Liu, and N. Weiner, Integrating Out
Astrophysical Uncertainties, Phys.Rev. D83 (2011)
103514, [arXiv:1011.1915].
[41] M. T. Frandsen, F. Kahlhoefer, C. McCabe, S. Sarkar,
and K. Schmidt-Hoberg, Resolving astrophysical
uncertainties in dark matter direct detection, JCAP
1201 (2012) 024, [arXiv:1111.0292].
[42] P. Gondolo and G. B. Gelmini, Halo independent
comparison of direct dark matter detection data, JCAP
1212 (2012) 015, [arXiv:1202.6359].
[43] M. T. Frandsen, F. Kahlhoefer, C. McCabe, S. Sarkar,
and K. Schmidt-Hoberg, The unbearable lightness of
being: CDMS versus XENON, JCAP 1307 (2013) 023,
[arXiv:1304.6066].
[44] E. Del Nobile, G. B. Gelmini, P. Gondolo, and J.-H.
Huh, Halo-independent analysis of direct detection data
for light WIMPs, JCAP 1310 (2013) 026,
[arXiv:1304.6183].
[45] N. Bozorgnia, J. Herrero-Garcia, T. Schwetz, and
7J. Zupan, Halo-independent methods for inelastic dark
matter scattering, JCAP 1307 (2013) 049,
[arXiv:1305.3575].
[46] E. Del Nobile, G. Gelmini, P. Gondolo, and J.-H. Huh,
Generalized Halo Independent Comparison of Direct
Dark Matter Detection Data, JCAP 1310 (2013) 048,
[arXiv:1306.5273].
[47] E. Del Nobile, G. B. Gelmini, P. Gondolo, and J.-H.
Huh, Update on Light WIMP Limits: LUX, lite and
Light, JCAP 1403 (2014) 014, [arXiv:1311.4247].
[48] P. J. Fox, G. Jung, P. Sorensen, and N. Weiner, Dark
Matter in Light of LUX, Phys.Rev. D89 (2014) 103526,
[arXiv:1401.0216].
[49] E. Del Nobile, G. B. Gelmini, P. Gondolo, and J.-H.
Huh, Direct detection of Light Anapole and Magnetic
Dipole DM, JCAP 1406 (2014) 002, [arXiv:1401.4508].
[50] B. Feldstein and F. Kahlhoefer, A new halo-independent
approach to dark matter direct detection analysis, JCAP
1408 (2014) 065, [arXiv:1403.4606].
[51] P. J. Fox, Y. Kahn, and M. McCullough, Taking
Halo-Independent Dark Matter Methods Out of the Bin,
JCAP 1410 (2014), no. 10 076, [arXiv:1403.6830].
[52] G. B. Gelmini, A. Georgescu, and J.-H. Huh, Direct
detection of light Ge-phobic” exothermic dark matter,
JCAP 1407 (2014) 028, [arXiv:1404.7484].
[53] S. Scopel and K. Yoon, A systematic halo-independent
analysis of direct detection data within the framework of
Inelastic Dark Matter, JCAP 1408 (2014) 060,
[arXiv:1405.0364].
[54] J. F. Cherry, M. T. Frandsen, and I. M. Shoemaker,
Halo Independent Direct Detection of
Momentum-Dependent Dark Matter, JCAP 1410
(2014), no. 10 022, [arXiv:1405.1420].
[55] B. Feldstein and F. Kahlhoefer, Quantifying
(dis)agreement between direct detection experiments in a
halo-independent way, JCAP 1412 (2014), no. 12 052,
[arXiv:1409.5446].
[56] N. Bozorgnia and T. Schwetz, What is the probability
that direct detection experiments have observed Dark
Matter?, JCAP 1412 (2014), no. 12 015,
[arXiv:1410.6160].
[57] DAMA Collaboration, LIBRA Collaboration
Collaboration, R. Bernabei et al., New results from
DAMA/LIBRA, Eur.Phys.J. C67 (2010) 39–49,
[arXiv:1002.1028].
[58] CDMS Collaboration Collaboration, R. Agnese
et al., Silicon Detector Dark Matter Results from the
Final Exposure of CDMS II, Phys.Rev.Lett. (2013)
[arXiv:1304.4279].
[59] SuperCDMS Collaboration Collaboration,
R. Agnese et al., Search for Low-Mass WIMPs with
SuperCDMS, Phys.Rev.Lett. 112 (2014) 241302,
[arXiv:1402.7137].
[60] R. Harnik, J. Kopp, and P. A. Machado, Exploring nu
Signals in Dark Matter Detectors, JCAP 1207 (2012)
026, [arXiv:1202.6073].
[61] A. Gould, Resonant Enhancements in WIMP Capture
by the Earth, Astrophys.J. 321 (1987) 571.
[62] A. Gould, EVAPORATION OF WIMPs WITH
ARBITRARY CROSS-SECTIONS, Astrophys. J.
(1989).
[63] G. Busoni, A. De Simone, and W.-C. Huang, On the
Minimum Dark Matter Mass Testable by Neutrinos from
the Sun, JCAP 1307 (2013) 010, [arXiv:1305.1817].
[64] A. R. Zentner, High-Energy Neutrinos From Dark
Matter Particle Self-Capture Within the Sun, Phys.Rev.
D80 (2009) 063501, [arXiv:0907.3448].
[65] M. T. Frandsen and S. Sarkar, Asymmetric dark matter
and the Sun, Phys.Rev.Lett. 105 (2010) 011301,
[arXiv:1003.4505].
[66] J. Fan, A. Katz, and J. Shelton, Direct and indirect
detection of dissipative dark matter, JCAP 1406 (2014)
059, [arXiv:1312.1336].
[67] C.-S. Chen, F.-F. Lee, G.-L. Lin, and Y.-H. Lin,
Probing Dark Matter Self-Interaction in the Sun with
IceCube-PINGU, JCAP 1410 (2014), no. 10 049,
[arXiv:1408.5471].
[68] M. L. Graesser, I. M. Shoemaker, and L. Vecchi,
Asymmetric WIMP dark matter, JHEP 1110 (2011)
110, [arXiv:1103.2771].
[69] T. Lin, H.-B. Yu, and K. M. Zurek, On Symmetric and
Asymmetric Light Dark Matter, Phys.Rev. D85 (2012)
063503, [arXiv:1111.0293].
[70] N. F. Bell, S. Horiuchi, and I. M. Shoemaker,
Annihilating Asymmetric Dark Matter, Phys.Rev. D91
(2015), no. 2 023505, [arXiv:1408.5142].
[71] M. S. Madhavacheril, N. Sehgal, and T. R. Slatyer,
Current Dark Matter Annihilation Constraints from
CMB and Low-Redshift Data, Phys.Rev. D89 (2014)
103508, [arXiv:1310.3815].
[72] Fermi-LAT Collaboration Collaboration,
M. Ackermann et al., Dark matter constraints from
observations of 25 Milky Way satellite galaxies with the
Fermi Large Area Telescope, Phys.Rev. D89 (2014),
no. 4 042001, [arXiv:1310.0828].
[73] IceCube Collaboration Collaboration, M. Aartsen
et al., IceCube Search for Dark Matter Annihilation in
nearby Galaxies and Galaxy Clusters, Phys.Rev. D88
(2013), no. 12 122001, [arXiv:1307.3473].
[74] R. Essig, A. Manalaysay, J. Mardon, P. Sorensen, and
T. Volansky, First Direct Detection Limits on sub-GeV
Dark Matter from XENON10, Phys.Rev.Lett. 109
(2012) 021301, [arXiv:1206.2644].
[75] N. Zhou, Z. Khechadoorian, D. Whiteson, and T. M.
Tait, Erratum: Bounds on Invisible Higgs boson Decays
from tt¯H Production, Phys.Rev.Lett. 113 (2014)
151801, [arXiv:1408.0011].
[76] A. E. Nelson and J. Walsh, Short Baseline Neutrino
Oscillations and a New Light Gauge Boson, Phys.Rev.
D77 (2008) 033001, [arXiv:0711.1363].
[77] BaBar Collaboration Collaboration, B. Aubert et al.,
A Search for Invisible Decays of the Upsilon(1S),
Phys.Rev.Lett. 103 (2009) 251801, [arXiv:0908.2840].
